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Topic Summary References Correlation Table 


West's Key Number Digest 


West's Key Number Digest, Courts@*121(1), 121(2), 121(8), 169(1) 


The amount or value of the matter actually in dispute between the parties is the amount in 
controversy for the purpose of determining the jurisdiction of the court and varies according 
to the nature of the case and the relief demanded. 


In general, the amount actually put in controversy determines the jurisdiction of the court for 
purposes of a jurisdictional amount limitation," and that which a party in good faith seeks to obtain 
determines the amount in controversy,” excepting a complaint setting forth an improper amount 


into order to confer or control jurisdiction.” The plaintiffs pleadings are generally determinative 
unless the defendant specifically alleges and proves that the amount was pleaded merely as a sham 
for the purpose of wrongfully obtaining jurisdiction or can readily establish that the amount in 


controversy does not fall within the court's jurisdictional limits.” 
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When the relief sought is a sum of money, the amount claimed in good faith” by the plaintiff 
determines the amount in controversy% and not the amount of the recovery’ unless it appears with 


legal certainty that the plaintiffs cannot recover the amount demanded. 


The determination may depend on the value of the right to be protected, or the extent of the injury 


to be prevented, as in injunction suits.” 


If a plaintiff asserts a single claim through alternative theories of recovery, the amount in 


controversy is determined by looking to the theory that would yield the largest reward.!” 


The value of a cause of action must be determined as a whole, when the basis of the court's 


jurisdiction is stated by statute in terms of the action and not the amount claimed,!! and does not 


2 


exclude damages that are uncertain in amount or duration, '” nor unaccrued claims asserted by the 


plaintiff and alleged as due before trial,!° but the value need not include sums expended by the 


plaintiff in excess of amounts for which reimbursement is sought from the defendant, based on the 


substantive basis of the plaintiff's claim.!4 


Fraudulent or fictitious claims. 


A court may inquire into an attorney's possible bad faith in claiming damages to meet the 


jurisdictional limit of the court.!> 
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